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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 12, 14, 26, 28 are amended to more clearly recite the 
invention. Duplicate claim 24 is amended (by renumbering claim 24 to claim 31). 
Duplicate claim 24 is renumbered to be claim 31 dependent on claim 24. 

Support for the amendments is found in the existing claims and in the 
specification description in connection with Figure 3 and elsewhere. 

/. Election in response to restriction. 

Applicant confirms election of claims 1-27 and 31 for prosecution and 
withdrawal of claims 28-30 from current prosecution as a non-elected invention. 

//. Claim objection. 

The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 CFR 1.126 which 
requires the original numbering of claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. 

The second instance of claim 24 is renumbered to 31 and made 
dependent on claim 24 (first instance). Consequently, withdrawal of this objection is 
respectfully requested. 

///. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 

Claims 1-10, 13-15, 17, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,606,744 - Mikurak. These claims are deemed to 
be patentable for the reasons given below. 

Claim 1 recites a method for "consolidating multiple records 
associated with a single entity and stored in at least one record repository" involving, 
"identifying a first record; identifying a second record; applying record matching 
criteria to compare data element content of said first and second identified records to 
determine commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second records 
are associated with a common entity; and merging said first and second record content 
into a composite record in response to said determined commonality data and 
excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant information occurring in said 
content". These features are not shown (or suggested) in Mikurak. 
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The system of claim 1 involves "applying record matching criteria to 
compare data element content" of "first and second identified records to determine 
commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second records are 
associated with a common entity". The system also involves "merging said first and 
second record content into a composite record in response to said determined 
commonality data and excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant 
information occurring in said content". These features enable comprehensive 
management of "detection and resolution of duplicate records" using "probabilistic 
record matching to identify duplicate records for merging into a composite surviving 
record based on adaptive predetermined merging rules" (Application page 5 lines 30- 
33). "Thereby, the system minimizes the creation of duplicate records associated with 
a specific patient which typically occurs at areas where an initial patient contact is 
made with a healthcare enterprise" for example (Application page 4 lines 30-32). This 
is of substantial advantage in a hospital and improves hospital operation and patient 
satisfaction. 

In contrast the system of Mikurak attempts to "match all of the call 
records associated with a specific telephone call. For example, for proper billing and 
cost control, it is necessary for the billing center to match the originating switch's call 
record to the terminating switch' s call record" (Mikurak column 49 lines 47-51). In 
order to do this the Mikurak system "solves the problem of uniquely identifying each 
telephone call and all of the call records associated with a specific telephone call by 
providing a unique identifier to each call record" using a "network call identifier 
(NCLD)" that "accompanies the associated telephone call through the 
telecommunications network to the termination point at the terminating switch" 
(Mikurak column 50 lines 27-40). Consequently, Mikurak matches "call records" 
using a definitive NCID and does NOT apply "record matching criteria to compare 
data element content" of "first and second identified records to determine 
commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second records are 
associated with a common entity". The reference section relied on in the Rejection 
(Mikurak columns 81, 89, 99 and 100 - Rejection page 4) discusses use of a customer 
profile to prioritize features of similar, competing products and has no connection 
with (and provides no 35 USC 112 compliant disclosure or other suggestion of) 
determination of "commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second 
records are associated with a common entity". 
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The Mikurak system matches "all of the call records associated with a 
specific telephone call" using a unique identifier (NCID) (Mikurak column 49 lines 
47-51 , column 50 lines 27-40). Mikurak does not show or suggest "merging said first 
and second record content into a composite record in response to said determined 
commonality data and excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant 
information occurring in said content". Mikurak uses a "a unique identifier" (NCID) 
to link (e.g., append) "all of the call records associated with a specific telephone call" 
and provides no suggestion of "merging" records" into a "composite record". 
Mikurak further provides no suggestion of "merging" records" into a "composite 
record" by "excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant information" 
occurring in the merged records. There is no suggestion in Mikurak that "call 
records" are merged in this way or that they contain "replicated and redundant" 
information that may be advantageously removed. Mikurak discussion in columns 49, 
174 and 217 fail to suggest or even mention "merging" records" into a "composite 
record" and certainly fails to suggest doing this by "excluding at least a portion of 
replicated and redundant information" occurring in the merged records. Columns 
49 and 174 do not mention such a merger and column 217 merely mentions 
"merging" as one item in a list of generic computer functions. Consequently, 
withdrawal of the rejection of amended claim 1 under 35 USC 102(e) is respectfully 
requested. 

Dependent claim 2 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 1. Claim 2 is also considered to be patentable because Mikurak 
does not show (or suggest) a system involving "selecting one of said first and second 
records as a surviving record based on at least one of, (a) earliest date of record 
creation and (b) relative content of said first and second records and transferring a 
first identified element of the non-selected record into said surviving record to form 
said composite record". As previously explained Mikurak does not even mention 
"merging" records" into a "composite record" and fails to suggest doing this by 
"excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant information" occurring in 
the merged records to create a "surviving record" based on "at least one of, (a) earliest 
date of record creation and (b) relative content of said first and second records". 

Dependent claim 3 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claims 1 and 2. Claim 3 is also considered to be patentable because 
Mikurak does not show (or suggest) a system including "substituting identified 
elements of the selected record for corresponding elements of the non-selected record 
for inclusion in said composite record". Mikurak does not contemplate or mention 
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such features. 

Dependent claim 4 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 1 . Claim 4 is also considered to be patentable because Mikurak 
does not show (or suggest) a system involving "initiating generation of a record 
comparison menu showing a first data item of said first record and a corresponding 
second data item of said second record and prompting a user to select one of said first 
and second data items for inclusion in said composite record". As previously 
explained Mikurak does not suggest such a feature combination. 

Dependent claim 5 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 4. Claim 5 is also considered to be patentable because Mikurak 
does not show (or suggest) a system in which the "record comparison menu shows 
said first data item of said first record and said corresponding second data item of said 
second record side by side for comparison". Mikurak does not contemplate such a 
feature combination. 

Dependent claim 6 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 1 . Claim 6 is also considered to be patentable because Mikurak 
does not show (or suggest) a system involving "initiating generation of a record 
comparison menu showing a first data item of said first record and a corresponding 
second data item of said second record in response to detection of at least one of, (a) a 
particular data element in either of said first or said second record and (b) a difference 
in data content of a record field common to said first and second records". Mikurak 
does not suggest such a feature combination. 

Dependent claims 7-10 and 13 are considered to be patentable based 
on their dependence on claim 1 and any intervening claims. Claims 7-10 and 13 are 
also considered to be patentable based on the additional feature combinations they 
comprise. 

Independent amended claim 14 is considered to be patentable for 
reasons given in connection with claim 1. Claim 14 is also considered to be patentable 
because Mikurak does not show (or suggest) a system for "merging" records" into a 
"composite record" by "excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant 
information" occurring in the merged records "in response to a single entry of user 
identification and password information for accessing a plurality of concurrently 
operating applications". Mikurak does not contemplate or suggest "merging" 
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records" into a "composite record" by "excluding at least a portion of replicated and 
redundant information" occurring in the merged records in response such single sign- 
on access to multiple "concurrently operating applications". 

Dependent claim 15 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 14. Claim 15 is also considered to be patentable because 
Mikurak does not show (or suggest) a system for "merging records" into a "composite 
record" by "excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant information" by 
"at least one of, (a) deleting a redundant identifier identifying an item common to 
both said first and second record from said composite record, and (b) amending an 
identifier identifying an item common to both said first and second record in said 
composite record". Mikurak does not contemplate or suggest such a combination of 
features. 

Dependent claim 17 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 14. Claim 17 is also considered to be patentable because 
Mikurak does not show (or suggest) a system for "selecting one of said first and 
second records as a surviving record based on at least one of, (a) earliest date of 
record creation and (b) relative content of said first and second records and 
automatically transferring a first identified element of the non-selected record into 
said surviving record to form said composite record". Mikurak does not contemplate 
or suggest such a combination of features. 

Independent amended claim 26 is considered to be patentable for 
reasons given in connection with claim 1 . 

Dependent claim 27 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claim 26. Claim 27 is also considered to be patentable because 
Mikurak does not show (or suggest) the claimed feature combination including 
"receiving and storing an indication said first and second records are associated with 
different entities in response to a previous determination said first and second records 
were falsely identified as being associated with a single entity". 

IV. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

Claims 12, 16, 18-25 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,606,744 - Mikurak in view of U.S. Patent 
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5,895,461 - De La Huerga. These claims, as amended, are considered patentable for 
reasons given in connection with claim 1 and for the following reasons. 

Amended claim 12 recites a method for "consolidating multiple 
records associated with a single entity and stored in at least one record repository" 
involving, "identifying a first record; identifying a second record; applying record 
matching criteria to compare data element content of said first and second identified 
records to determine commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second 
records are associated with a common entity; and merging said first and second record 
content into a composite record in response to said determined commonality data and 
excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant information occurring in said 
content" in which "said entity comprises at least one of, (a) a patient, (b) an 
individual, (c) a company, (d) an organization and (e) a goods item". These features 
are not shown or suggested in Mikurak in combination with De La Huerga. 

Neither Mikurak nor De La Huerga, individually or together, suggest 
"applying record matching criteria to compare data element content of said first and 
second identified records to determine commonality data indicative of a likelihood 
said first and second records are associated with a common entity". Also, neither 
Mikurak nor De La Huerga, individually or together suggest "merging said first and 
second record content into a composite record in response to said determined 
commonality data and excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant 
information occurring in said content". Mikurak uses a "a unique identifier" (NCID) 
to link "all of the call records associated with a specific telephone call" and De La 
Huerga provides no suggestion of merging records at all. De La Huerga is concerned 
with "automatically storing and retrieving data records based on a predetermined file 
naming structure, wherein users of the system create and access data records using 
keywords without knowing the location of the data records on the computer system" 
(De La Huerga column 1 lines 12-17). De La Huerga does not contemplate 
determining "commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second 
records are associated with a common entity" or "merging records" in response to the 
"commonality data". Further, neither, Mikurak nor De La Huerga, alone or together 
suggest "merging said first and second record content into a composite record in 
response" to "determined commonality data" indicative of a "likelihood said first and 
second records are associated" with a "at least one of, (a) a patient, (b) an individual, 
(c) a company, (d) an organization and (e) a goods item" and "excluding at least a 
portion of replicated and redundant information occurring in said content". 
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Combining the Mikurak and De La Huerga system features as 
indicated by the Rejection page 13 results in a system for linking telephone call 
records of a patient and provides no suggestion of the claimed features. Further, 
neither reference recognizes the specific problem addressed by the claimed 
arrangement of "detection and resolution of duplicate records" using "probabilistic 
record matching to identify duplicate records for merging into a composite surviving 
record based on adaptive predetermined merging rules" (Application page 5 lines 30- 
33). Further, neither reference provides any other reason or motivation for providing 
the claimed arrangement. Therefore, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 12 under 35 
USC 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Dependent claim 16 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claims 15 and 14. Claim 16 is also considered to be patentable 
because Mikurak with De La Huerga does not show or suggest a system in which a 
"redundant identifier identifying an item common to both said first and second record 
comprises an identifier identifying at least one of, (a) a specific patient, (b) a patient 
record, (c) an element of a patient record and (d) particular patient clinical data". As 
previously explained Mikurak with De La Huerga fail to suggest determining 
"commonality data indicative of a likelihood said first and second records are 
associated with a common entity" or "merging records" in response to the 
"commonality data" in combination with the feature of claim 16. 

Dependent claim 18 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claims 14 and 17. Claim 18 is also considered to be patentable 
because Mikurak with De La Huerga does not show or suggest a system in which a 
"said transferred first identified element comprises at least one of, (a) a user identifier, 
and (b) record entries concerning medical services delivered to said patient". Mikurak 
with De La Huerga fail to suggest determining "commonality data indicative of a 
likelihood said first and second records are associated with a common entity" or 
"merging records" in response to the "commonality data" in combination with the 
feature of claim 18. 

Dependent claim 19 is considered to be patentable based on its 
dependence on claims 14 and 17. Claim 19 is also considered to be patentable 
because Mikurak with De La Huerga does not show or suggest a system for 
"automatically substituting identified non-clinical elements of the selected record for 
corresponding elements of the non-selected record for inclusion in said composite 
record". Mikurak with De La Huerga fail to suggest such a feature combination. 
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Amended dependent claims 20-25 and 31 are considered to be 
patentable based on their dependence on their base and intervening claims and 
because of the additional feature combinations that they incorporate. 

V. Rejection under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6,606,744 - Mikurak in view of U.S. Patent 5,895,461 - De La Huerga, 
U.S. Patent 6,415,295 - Feinberg, U.S. Patent 5,724,968 - Iliff, U.S. Patent 6,168,568 
- Gavriely and U.S. Patent 6,666,874 - Heitzmann et al. 

Claim 1 1 is considered to e patentable for reasons given in connection 
with the previously discussed claims. Also there is no common reason or other 
motivation for combining the teachings of these 6 references to suggest "merging said 
first and second record content" including "clinical data comprising at least one of (a) 
electro-cardiograph (ECG) or electro-encepholograph (EEG) data, (b) x-ray data, (c) 
laboratory test result data, (d) physical characteristic data, (e) previous diagnosis data, 
(f) allergy data, (g) ventilation data, (h) blood oxygen or pressure-data, (i) infusion 
pump data and (j) pulse data" into a "composite record in response to said determined 
commonality data and excluding at least a portion of replicated and redundant 
information occurring in said content". 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that 
the Application is in condition for allowance, and favorable reconsideration is 
requested. 
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